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So many phases of the Papal question have been presented to 
the American people within the past five years that it is little to 
be wondered at that the great majority of onr citizens are be¬ 
wildered, and the remainder anything but reassured by these 
kaleidoscopic apparent changes. We have had Cahenslyism, 
Ultramontanism and “ Liberal Catholicism." While Cahensly- 
ism would appear to be consistent with Ultramontanism, there is, 
at first glance, something utterly irreconcilable between “ Liberal 
Catholicism " and the others. The difference, however, if there 
be a difference, is rather abstract than concrete; a difference of 
terms rather than of principles, of policy rather than of doctrine. 
All true members of the Papal church must accept its canons 
and the ex-cathedra utterances of its head. Each—Ultramontane, 
Cahenslyist, and “ Liberal " alike—believes in apostolic succes¬ 
sion, the divine vicarship of the popes, papal infallibility, and all 
the dogmas and canons, superior and inferior, laid down by the 
church. The difference between the first and second upon the 
one hand, and the “ Liberal Catholic" upon the other, is that 
Ultramontanism adheres to the principles of paparchy simply, 
while “ Liberalism" is content with obedience to the voice of 
the living pontiff, as it speaks from day to day. This may ap- 
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pear to be a distinction with bat a scarcely perceptible difference; 
while, in fact, the difference is most important and will bear 
careful examination. 

The Ultramontane believes in the temporal as well as the 
spiritual supremacy of the Pope, and desires to assert it without 
regard to circumstances. The “Liberal Catholic” denies the 
claim of temporal supremacy literally, but admits it generally, 
aqd is prepared to insist upon its acceptance only in such degree 
as the living Pope may prescribe from time to time. While the 
Ultramontane, then, is bound by the traditions and laws of the 
paparchy, the “Liberal Catholic” concentrates his entire allegi¬ 
ance on obedience to the reigning pontiff. 

When Liberal Catholics contend, as many of them do, that 
the Pope does not assume temporal jurisdiction, they violate 
neither the principles of truth nor their allegiance as papists; 
but not even the most liberal papist will assert that the laws of 
the paparchy do not confer upon the pontiff the right to claim 
and enforce his claim of temporal jurisdiction, nor that the popes 
have not frequently done so. There exists not a papist (and 
when I use the term I use it with all respect to the members of 
the papal faith) who does not place the Church above the State, 
and, consequently, the priest above the temporal ruler. Even 
Archbishop John Ireland, regarded throughout the length and 
breadth of the land, as the “most liberal of Catholics” and 
“most loyal” of American citizens, in speaking at Boston on 
April 28 last, said : “Next to God is country, and next to religion 
' is patriotism.” In the same speech he said : “ Vox populi vox 
Dei, it is said. The words are true when the nation or state 
moves within the orbit of the powers delegated to it by the 
Supreme Master.” As the papal hierarchy claims to be the only 
interpreter of the utterances of the Supreme Master, it follows 
necessarily that the Pope is the legitimate definer of the limits of 
the orbit of the state. 

The Jesuit Schrader, in his affirmative propositions upon the 
Syllabus, asserts : “ The Church has the power to apply external 
coercion. She also has a temporal authority direct and indirect.” 
The remark is appended : “ Not bouIs alone are subject to her 
authority.” It will thus be seen that Archbishop Ireland merely 
puts a new mask upon an old face, and repeats Schrader’s propo¬ 
sition in softened tones. 
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Brownson was less politic, but not one whit more emphatic, 
when in criticising Mon tor's History of the Roman Pontiffs in 
January, 1853, he wrote : 

14 It is certainly undeniable that the concessions of sovereigns and the 
consent of the people were obtained on the ground that the Popes held the 
power by divine right, and that those maxims on which Mr. Goaselin relies 
for the justification of the Popes and Councils in exercising it, were that the 
spiritual order, and, therefore, the Church as the representative of that 
order, is supreme, and temporal sovereigns are subjected to it, and to the 
Pope as its supreme visible chief. Popes and Councils in exercising 
authority over sovereigns, even in temporals, were, according to those 
maxims, only exercising the inherent rights of the church as the spiritual 
authority, and consequently sovereigns were bound to obey them, not by 
human law only, but also by the law of God. Such incontestably is the doc¬ 
trine of the magnificent bulls of St. Gregory and Boniface, and of the 
maxims according to which it is attempted to justify the power exercised 
over sovereigns by Popes and Councils. Now these maxims either were true 
or they were false. If they were false, how will you justify an infallible 
church—expressly ordained of God to teach the truth in faith and morals, 
and to conduct individuals and nations in the way of holiness—in adopting 
and acting on them ? If they were true, how can you deny that the power 
yxercised is of divine origin or contend that it is derived from the consent of 
the people, or the concession of sovereigns? . . . 

44 How dare you suppose, in case of a collision between her and public 
opinion, that she, not public opinion, is in the wrong and must give way ? ” 

Among the captious, there may be some objection offered to 
one or other of the authorities quoted as not being the ex-cathedra 
utterances of a pope. In anticipation of the objection I point 
out that no pope has yet objected to either or condemned their 
utterances, but on the contrary, two popes have endorsed both. 

With the Syllabus itself before us and the bull Unam Sane - 
tarn , lesser authorities are superfluous, however, and are intro¬ 
duced only as corroborative evidence of the pretensions of the 
papacy, as in the past, to temporal as well as spiritual suprem¬ 
acy. And, in truth, if we concede the papal assertions regard¬ 
ing apostolic succession, the claim is most consistent. If Leo 
XIII. is one of a divinely appointed line of God's vicegerents, he 
is as much superior to ordinary men as he is inferior to God, 
and it follows logically that he is above all earthly authority, 
whether temporal or spiritual. 

The “liberal” papist does not feel himself called upon to cate¬ 
gorically affirm what the Pope has not yet thought proper to 
specifically assert in this country and what eminent prelates 
have only considered it expedient to present in veiled language. 
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But if, as the paparchy assumes, the pontiff is delegated with 
supreme temporal power from a divine source, the question 
naturally intrudes itself: Why is this power not openly asserted 
in the United States and why do Liberal Catholics find it neces¬ 
sary to cloak their utterances concerning it ? 

A comparison of the American Constitution with the canon 
law and encyclicals of the paparchy answers the question. The 
two are utterly irreconcilable one with the other, unless the 
United States be regarded merely as a province of the papal 
church, a position which they at present hold according to papal 
definition. This position w r as made most emphatic in an apostolic 
letter sent by Leo XIII. to the Bishops and Archbishops of the 
papal church in America, dated January 6th, 1895, from which I 
quote the following extract: 

“Precisely at the epoch when the American colonies, haying, with Catho¬ 
lic aid, achieved liberty and independence, coalesced into a constitutional 
Republic, the ecclesiastical hierarchy was happily established among you, 
and at the very time when the popular suffrage placed the great Washing¬ 
ton at the helm of the Republic the first Bishop was set by apostolic author-' 
ity over the American Church 

Yet, although the principles of our American democracy and 
those of the papacy are so utterly diverse, they are not so far 
apart but that popes and priests are forging a chain of circum¬ 
stances with which to unite them together, and this, be it said, 
not through mutual concessions, as the apologists for the papacy 
would have us believe, but through generosity and ignorance 
upon the part of the American people, and apparent concessions 
which yield nothing but empty words upon the part of the Pope 
and his followers. 

The policy of positive antagonism to the American public 
school system which was pursued for a number of years prior to 
the formation of the American Protective Association, has given 
place to the negative policy of letting it severely alone and ex- 
tollihg the merits of the parochial system. Not that the papacy 
hates the American public schools less nor seeks their destruc¬ 
tion less ardently, but because the desired end can be more 
speedily attained through diplomacy than through force; and 
while the Pontiff reserves to himself the full powers conferred 
upon him by paparchical laws and decrees, he holds these powers 
in abeyance until it may become expedient to employ them, while 
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meantime link by link the chain is forged that is intended to unite 
the State to the Church. 

Pius IX. thundered anathemas and bulls at all liberty what¬ 
soever. Leo XIII. and his lieutenants in the United States ap¬ 
proach the same end wrapped in the mantle of American Liberty 
and speech softened by the oil of diplomacy. Pius IX. in an 
encyclical dated December 8, 1864, hurled the following utter¬ 
ance at the exponents of liberty : 

44 Actuated by an idea of social government so absolutely false, they do 
not hesitate further to propagate the erroneous opinion, very hurtful to the 
safety of the Catholic Church and souls, and termed 'delirium’ by our 
predecessor Gregory XVI. of excellent memory, viz., that liberty of con¬ 
science and of worship is the right of every man, a right which ought to be 
proclaimed and established by law in every well constituted state; and that 
citizens are entitled to make known and declare, with a liberty which 
neither the ecclesiastical nor the civil authority can limit, their convictions 
of whatsoever kind, either by word of mouth, or through the press, or by 
other means. . . • 

44 Gregory XVI. in an encyclical in 1832 declared freedom of conscience 
4 one of the most pestilent of errors; ’ freedom of press, 4 very disastrous, 
very detestable, and never to be sufficiently execrated, that mortal plague, 
never to be extirpated until the guilty elements of evil perish utterly in 
flames.’ ” 


Pius IX. again, in an allocution dated March 18, 1861, con¬ 
demns “ modern civilization, whence come so many deplorable 
evils, so many detestable opinions; which even countenances 
faiths that are not Catholic and which does not repel unbelievers 
from public employments, and which opens the Catholic schools 
to their children.” 

Even Bossuet, a ( liberal , papist, asserted that “the prince 
ought to use his authority to destroy false religions in his realm. 
Those who wish the prince to show no rigor in the matter of re¬ 
ligion, because religion ought to be free, are in impious error.” 

If Pius IX. or Gregory were to send such messages to the Amer¬ 
ican people to-day they would only afford sport for the satirist, 
yet Leo XIII. makes substantially the same assertions clothed in 
gentler verbiage, and these are received either with silent or ex¬ 
pressed approval by a large proportion of the press and people of 
the United States. In his encyclical of January 6, 1895, he says: 

“ Nevertheless, since the thirst for reading and knowledge is so vehe¬ 
ment and widespread among you, and since, according to circumstances. It can 
be productive of good or evil, every effort should be made to increase tha 
number of intelligent and well-disposed writers who take religion (pag^ 
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for their guide and virtue for their constant companion. It is, of course, 
the function of the clergy (papal) to devote their care and energies to this 
great work; but the age and the country require that Journalists should be 
equally zealous in the same cause, and labor in it to the full extent of their 
powers. Let them, however, seriously reflect that their writings, if not pos¬ 
itively prejudicial to religion, will surely be of slight service to it unless in 
concord of minds they all seek the same end. They who desire to be of real 
service to the church, and with their pens heartily to defend the Cathol c 
cause, should carry on the conflict with perfect unanimity and, as it were, 
with serried ranks, for they rather inflict than repel war if they waste their 
strength by discord. In this manner their work, instead of being profitable 
and fruitful, becomes injurious and disastrous whenever they presume to 
call before their tribunal the decisions and acts of Bishops , and, casting off 
due reverence, cavil and find fault. The Bishops, placed in the lofty posi¬ 
tion of authority, are to be obeyed. . . . Now, this reverence, which it is 
lawful to no one to neglect, should of necessity be eminently conspicuous 
and exemplary in Catholic journalists.” 

In another part of the same encyclical the Pope declares : 

“ Wherefore we ardently desire that this truth should sink day by day 
more deeply into the minds of Catholics, namely, that they can in no better 
way safeguard their own individual interests and the common good than 
by yielding a heart submission and obedience to the Church .” 

Not one word of admonition regarding submission to the 
State is inserted until we come to the following : 

“ In like manner let the priests be persistent in keeping before the minds 
of the people the enactments of the Third Council of Baltimore, particularly 
those which inculcate . . . the observance of the just laws and institu¬ 
tions of the republic.” 

The adjective in italics is worthy the consideration of the 
reader, and gains more than passing significance in light of the 
papal admonition which commands papists to refuse to obey all 
laws that are not sanctioned by the papacy, and of Leo’s ency¬ 
clical to the papists in the United States commanding them to 
render obedience to Francisco Satolli, “constitutions and apos¬ 
tolic ordinances nottoithstanding.” 

Although the exhortation to unquestioning obedience prac¬ 
tically constitutes the chain of papal imperialism in the United 
States, the links thereof are numerous and varied in character. 
There is the anti-mixed-marriage link ; the anti-freedom-of-the- 
press link; the anti-public-scliool link ; the anti-secret-society 
link ; the labor link, and last, but by no means least, the polit¬ 
ical link. In all spheres of the papist’s citizenship the Pope 
presumes to meddle and to dictate, although apologists for the 
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papacy would have us believe that all there is of the papal hier¬ 
archy is religious. 

Space being precious, I pass over the questions of mixed mar¬ 
riages, education, liberty of speech and press, and secret societies, 
and will confine myself to the political features of the papal prop¬ 
aganda, after a passing allusion to the labor question as laid down 
in the encyclical Rerum Novarum . The evident object of the 
encyclical is to unify the papist labor of the United States, in 
order that it may secure the same advantages in the labor market 
as in politics the papist vote until recently held in the City of 
New York and other large cities, and eventually, under the lead¬ 
ership of the priesthood, grasp the balance of power in the com¬ 
mercial and labor world. This hypothesis receives added strength 
in the light of the following excerpt from Encyclical Longinqua 
of January 6 last: 

“Nay, rather, unless forced by necessity to do otherwise. Catholics 
ought to prefer to associate with Catholics, a course which would be 
very conducive to the safeguarding of their faith. As presidents of societies 
thus formed among themselves, it would be well to appoint either priests or 
upright laymen of weight and character, guided by whose councils they 
should endeavor peacefully to adopt and carry into effect such measures as 
may seem most advantageous to their interests, keeping in view the rules 
laid down by us in our encyclical Rerum Novarum .” 

The political sphere, many good, well-intentioned, but badly 
informed souls, and others who are neither so badly informed nor 
so well intentioned, would have us believe papal priests and pre¬ 
lates eschew, and the laity affect it only as citizens, unbiased by 
priestly exhortation or compulsion. 

The papacy claims the right to govern the morals of her sub¬ 
jects, and affirms that “politics are morals on a larger scale.” I 
am aware that both assertions have been denied by those whose 
interest it was to deny them, but in the light of history such de¬ 
nials are scarcely worth consideration. What the papacy has 
been in the past it is but reasonable to suppose it is at present and 
will be in the future, especially if its present conduct confirms 
the presumption. 

Turning back the pages of European history for half a cen¬ 
tury, we find that in 1830 the parliament of Belgium—a country 
under a good king and the most liberal government—was ham¬ 
pered, and its freedom menaced by the clerical element, which, 
though in the minority, contrived to hold the balance of power. 
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and to stir up disaffection among their supporters against the 
government. At the time of the Brabant revolution the governor 
of the Austrian Low Countries wrote to Leopold as follows : 

. . . “ The aristocracy, the priests, the monks, the populace, and the 
bulk of the nation, which is neither democratic nor aristocratic, but which 
is inflamed by the fanatical and insinuating teaching of the priests. 

“ Since the end of the last century Belgium has had two revolutions, but 
both times at the voice of the clergy and to drive from the throne two 
sovereigns, Joseph II. and William I., who desired to introduce freedom of 
conscience. In 1815 King William gave the Belgians the most liberal con¬ 
stitution on the continent. The bishops caused it to be rejected by the 
notables on the following ground: ‘ To swear to uphold freedom of religious 
opinions and the concession of equal protection to all faiths, what is this but 
to swear to uphold and protect error equally with the truth, to favor the 
progress of anti-Catholic doctrines and so to contribute towards the extinc¬ 
tion of the light of the true faith in these fair regions. . . . There are, 
besides, other articles which a true child of the church can never bind him¬ 
self to observe—such is the 227th which sanctions the freedom of the press. 1 ” 

«• 

For a long period confessors refused absolution to persons who 
had taken the oath of allegiance to the king. 

In 1870 all Italy threw off the papal yoke, an emancipation 
which even those countries disposed to be most friendly towards 
the papacy not only officially sanctioned but rejoiced at. 

M. Nigra, Italian Minister at Paris, wrote under date September 
12, 1870, to the effect that he had notified the French minister 
of the order given to the Italian government to cross the pontifi¬ 
cal frontier. M. Favre replied : “ That the French government 
would let us do as we liked and sympathized with us.” 

The Austro-Hungarian government refused to protest. 

Count Beust, Austro-Hungarian Chancellor, stated to the 
Italian Minister at Vienna that the Austro-Hungarian govern¬ 
ment “ was satisfied with the ideas expressed in the circular of 
the 18th of October, and considered that the course which the 
Italian government had taken was reasonable and just and such 
as would conduce to an equitable solution.” The circular goes 
on: “The temporal power of the Holy Father has ceased to 
exist . . . that compulsion in matters of faith, set aside by 

all modern states, found in the temporal power its last asylum. 
Henceforth all appeal to the secular sword must be suppressed in 
Rome itself.” 

Count Bray, Bavarian Minister, also accepted the change 
without protest. 

Marshal Prim, Spanish Prime Minister, also congratulated the 
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Italians on their entry into Rome, and the regent “manifested 
his satisfaction at the result of affairs at Rome." 

The Minister of Portugal declared himself “beyond measure 
satisfied, praising much the moderation, good sense and the po¬ 
litical tact of the government of his majesty (Victor Emmanuel) 
in such difficult circumstances;" 

In revenge for the seating of Amadeus, son of Victor Em¬ 
manuel,upon the Spanish throne,the Carlist insurrection occurred; 
an insurrection which received both the financial assistance and 
apostolic blessing of Pius IX. 

In 1872 commenced the fight between the clericals and govern¬ 
ment of France ; a fight which has continued with more or less 
fierceness ever since and has done much to retard the progress of 
the nation. 

The fierce contest for supremacy between Prince Bismarck 
and the clericals of Germany is so largely a matter of well di¬ 
gested history that it needs but brief mention here, and I need 
only quote the Iron Chancellor's opinion of the clericals in March, 
1872, when he said they were “ the most evil element in parlia¬ 
ment." 

The expulsion of the Jesuits from Germany in 1872, after 
they had been expelled from nearly every civilized country in the 
world, suggests the conclusion that either the priesthood were 
desperately wicked and overbearingly and politically meddle¬ 
some, or that the nations of Europe did not appreciate a good 
thing when they possessed it. I am fully aware that the answer 
to the proposition is : The priests and popes have always been 
right and kings and governments invariably wrong. It is paying 
a tribute to papal tenacity to assert that the course pursued 
by Pius IX. in the “ seventies " has been persisted in unremit¬ 
tingly ever since. Neither Pius IX. nor Leo XIII. has given the 
Italian king or government a moment's rest. The chief aim of 
the paparchy seems to have been anarchy and revolution, of 
which the Sicilian insurrection was a fair sample. The fact that 
priests were caught in red-handed complicity with lay conspira¬ 
tors leaves no shadow of a doubt as to the part played by the 
priesthood in that insurrection. In Hungary the fight of the 
clericals against the popular will and the government to prevent 
the passage of the Civil Marriages Bill, and after its passage to 
prevent its observance, is a matter of modern history that scarcely 


Digitized by t^ooQle 



138 


THE NORTH AMERICAN REVIEW. 


needs to be recalled ; while the bitter hostility of the clericals of 
Germany to the German Emperor for the purpose of enforcing 
the claims of the Jesuits is a subject of almost daily illustration 
in the public press. 

I shall be asked, perhaps//* Why go to Europe to illustrate an 
American argument ?” I reply that I go where the Church 
under discussion is best known, that I may ascertain her standing 
and reputation in respect of all those virtues to which she lays 
pretensions. 

No one who is acquainted with history will aver that the 
papacy has not engaged extensively in politics in Europe to the 
great discomfort and annoyance of those nations in which she has 
practised them. 

The question now is : Has she repented of the past and is she 
prepared to abandon politics and settle down in the American 
Republic upon the same basis as other sectarian institutions, and 
leave matters of state entirely in the hands of the people ? The 
recent encyclicals of Pope Leo XIII. would indicate that she has 
changed nothing except her methods of encroachment upon the 
rights of the state and the piivileges of the people. 

That her priests and laity have been the chief factors in 
American politics, recent events in New York would indicate. 
These political operations have neither been confined to the laity 
nor to the inferior ecclesiasts. It is not so many months since 
the Bishop of Rochester publicly attacked a brother prelate 
for interfering in the politics of New York. Not much import¬ 
ance it is true, was attached to the fact of the priests of the 
archdiocese of New York instructing parishioners from the pulpit 
which way to vote during the municipal elections last fall, yet 
the most trustworthy newspapers of New York vouched for the 
truth of the incident. 

Some apologists for the papacy, even after these events had 
become public, had the hardihood to deny that papal priests were 
in politics, until it transpired that the Bishop of Sioux Falls, and 
a large number of inferior priests throughout the country, had 
publicly instructed their parishioners how and for whom they 
should vote. Still some were unconvinced as to the part papal 
theologians were playing in American politics until Archbishop 
Ireland, towards the end of May, came out in unmistakable terms 
upon the silver question. 
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I trust this settles the vexed question as to whether or not 
the papacy is in politics. That she has been in politics quite 
actively in the past, and that her influence in the political world 
has been almost twice as powerful as that of all other sects com¬ 
bined, the enormous appropriations granted to her by the govern¬ 
ment for the alleged education of the Indians will indicate, 
while the large number of special privileges enjoyed by her under 
State governments demonstrate conclusively that her political 
organization is as perfect locally m it is nationally. 

The course pursued by the popes in Europe ^during the last 
century is being duplicated here with variations. The paparchy 
is a law unto herself and will accept no other. If constitutions 
differ from the spirit of c»non law they must be modified to 
harmonize with it. The constitution of the United States makes 
the voice of the people the supreme law ; the papal leaders add 
the amendment, “ so long as it conforms with the law of the 
papal church,” or words which embody that meaning. 

Where the people are strong, where the state is powerful, 
the papacy is weak. The converse of this proposition is also 
true : hence the papal conspiracy to weaken our Republic by the 
union of Church and State, with the Church of Rome at the 
head. 

While the Pope denies the right of the state to cross the do¬ 
mestic threshold and includes within the pale of domesticity the 
education of the young, he arrogates to the Church the right not 
only to intrude into the most sacred relations of family and home 
in the persons of her confessors, but dares to dictato to parents 
the course of instruction which the youth of America shall re¬ 
ceive. Let the State concede this right and the rising generation 
will be Americans only in name, but iu reality the subjects of a 
foreign paparchy. The perversion of the American constitu¬ 
tion to conform to papal dogmas will then be only a matter of 
time, and the Republic as established by the signers of the Dec¬ 
laration of Independence be merely a memory. 

What the open imperialism and arrogance of Gregory and 
Pius could never have accomplished in the United States, the 
superior diplomacy of the present Pontiff and his American pre¬ 
lates has partly succeeded in securing—the predominance of the 
papal church as a sect and the balance of power as a political 
body. While Pius administered allopathic doses of ultramontan- 
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ism and nauseated his subjects, Leo, while striving after the same 
end, contents himself with a slower but much more effective 
treatment of homoeopathic liberalism. 

However liberal a papist may be, he is a child of the Church 
and obedient to the voice of the Pope in all matters over which 
the Church claims jurisdiction; and when he accepts the Encycli¬ 
cal of January 6, 1895, the difference between him and the Ultra¬ 
montane is so slight as to be imperceptible. 

The paparchy seeks to renew in the new world the power of 
which she has been denuded in the old. While in Europe she 
used kings and councils as her tools, she adapts herself to Amer¬ 
ican conditions here and intrudes herself into all the elements of 
our public life which contribute to our power. She organizes 
labor, not for labor’s sake, but as an intimation to capital that 
she is mistress of the situation. She strives to obtain the balance 
of power in each political party and secures concessions to the 
Church which no other sect has ever sought or could obtain. 
She drives her subjects from secret societies which are legal under 
the constitution and declares them illegal, substituting her own 
laws for those of the people. She declares the civil marriage law 
of no effect and denies the right of her subjects to think, speak 
or write independently of the permission of the Bishop. 

Those “ liberal ” Catholics who can digest all this cannot con¬ 
sistently reject whatever else the papal theological pharmacopoeia 
may contain. “ Liberal Catholicism” is but a term for a policy 
and means neither concession nor amendment. The papacy is to¬ 
day, as it ever was in the past, a despotism claiming universal 
jurisdiction; an end to be attained only by the weakening of 
governments and the transfer of the power of the people into the 
hands of the priests. 

To combat these pretentions, to remove the hand of the Pope 
from the brain of the thinker and the writer, from the mouth of 
the speaker and the mind of the scholar, from the throat of the 
statesman and the will of the voter—the American Protective As¬ 
sociation was organized. It will continue its work until popes 
have learned that under the American constitution as it now 
stands they have no right that is not possessed by the most in¬ 
significant member of the non-papal clergy or laity. 

W. J. H. Tbaynor. 
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